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Higher Derivative Muffin Tin Orbitals (HDMTO) and Higher Derivative Koringa
Khon and Rostoker (HDKKR) methods
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In this work we introduce a Linearized version of the Koringa Khon and Rostoker method (LKKR)
and show it to be equivalent to the Linearized Muffin Tin Orbitals method (LMTO). We then present
higher derivative versions of both methods, e.g. HDKKR and HDMTO and show them to be partially
distinct (not equivalent). In particular HDKKR basis set does not have an equivalent ground state
for the Khon Sham (KS) Hamiltonian as the HDKKR basis set and has greater variational power
then the HDMTO one. Because the KS method, for Density Functional Theory (DFT), is variational
HDKKR will give better ground state energies then HDMTO. However HDKKR is much harder
to work with then HDMTO requiring much greater computer resources so HDMTO can often be

preferred.

I. INTRODUCTION

The choice of basis set is fundamental for an efficient
solution of a Density Functional Theory problem (DFT)
- the diagonalization of the Khon Sham (KS) Hamilto-
nian. The basis set must be efficient, in that a small
number of basis elements well approximate the exact
Khon Sham (KS) wavefunctions at least in the middle
of the valence band. The basis must also be simple to
manipulate - with various practical calculations associ-
ated with finding matrix element of the KS Hamilto-
nian with respect to the basis easily implementable on
computer. The basis set must be transferable, that is
one does not want to use a significantly different ba-
sis for every single many body problem or equivalently
for diagonalizing every KS Hamiltonian. The Koringa
Khon Rostoker (KKR) and the Augmented plane Wave
(APW) basis sets are such basis sets, however they are
deficient in that the basis elements, of both basis sets,
depend explicitly on the energy of the eigenstate, to be
computed, which leads to a self consistent calculation
of the basis set thereby increasing computational costs
by easily an order of magnitude |1, 2]. The key idea to
overcome this difficulty is due to O. K. Andersen who
linearized the basis set (with the linearization energy
being chosen in the middle of the valance band) thereby
obtaining a fixed basis for each iteration of the self con-
sistency loop for the solution of the self consistent KS
problem [1H4], each step requires simply the diagonal-
ization of a matrix. This lead to the introduction of
the Linearized Augmented Plane Wave (LAPW) [1-3]
and Linearized Muffin Tin Orbitals (LMTO) methods
[5, 6]. In both these methods the solid is divided into
a Muffin Tin (MT) sphere part (with spheres centered
around atomic nuclei) and an interstitial part |[1H3]). In
the interstitial part the KS potential is assumed to be
sufficiently smooth that plane waves or spherical Bessel
functions form a good basis for the region while the ba-
sis set is adapted to the MT part to be the solution of
the spherically averaged KS Hamiltonian. The solution
to the spherically averaged KS Hamiltonian is chosen
at some linearization energy (typically in the middle of
the valence band) and the solution 1/115 (r) as well as

@[Jﬁ: (r) = 8%@/15: (r) - its derivative with respect to en-
ergy - are used as a basis set inside the MT spheres. Fur-
ther accuracy may be obtained for the HDLO method
where @[Ji (r)= BB—EZZ@ZJEL (r) is used to augment the basis
set |2, [7]. In this work after a brief review of the usual
KKR method we linearize the KKR method to LKKR
and show it to be equivalent to LMTO. We then extend
these ideas to higher derivative versions HDKKR and
HDMTO and show that HDKKR basis set has greater
variational power then the HDMTO basis set. However
HDKKR is much harder to implement then HDLMTO
and requires much greater computer resources so often
HDMTO is preferred.

II. REGULAR KKR METHOD (REVIEW)

We now write the KKR basis set wavefunctions:
af @ (B,x) = Yim (1)
y { Pl (e —ru]) = b JF (Je —r]) Jr—r,| < S*
a K (|r = ,]) v =1, | > S
(1)

Here then 1 in <I>l1f7‘1 (E,r) is for later notational use.
Here:

a2
e
and Vi (r) is the spherically average Khon Sham (KS)
potential. Where furthermore:
k?=EF
KT (r) = —rt { ny (rglf—(czf (r) :z z 8
Jf(r) = w740 () 3)

Here n; and j; are the spherical Neumann and Bessel
functions respectively. Now we look for eigenfunctions

of the form:
x (E,k,r) Zexp ik-R) ZA

WAD | ge )] o () = Bref (1) (2)

(k, E)®" (E,r - R)

(4)
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Now we write:

Z exp (ik-R) K[ (Jr =R —r,|)

Yim (r —/R—t r,,)

R+r, #r,
= 3 Butmsin (6) I (Jr = v ) Yo (F=20)  (5)
U,m’

For the some structure constants B{r“,}lm (k) 5 [5]. Now

we wish to eliminate all tails in all basis functions that
is Bessel like wavefunction components inside all MT
spheres. As such we want for [r —r,| < S*:

x (E,k,r)
=3 ALY (F ) e (e —x)  (6)
lm

However we have that:

x (E,k,r)
S B i ()
'm/’

< [0 (Ir = rul) = b i (e —rul)] +
+ Z A;,m (kv E) Z Bu,ul/m/;lm (k) X

vim U'm’

X JE (0= 10) Yo (213 (7)

Equating the Right Hand Sides of Eqs. (@) and (@) we
obtain the relationship

b#
Z {Buul’m’;lm (k) - a_luéuwll’;mm’] Alum (k, E) =0
l

pulm
(8)
Furthermore we wish for the wavefunction to be con-
tinuous and continuously differentiable MT radius, this
implies that we want that:

gt (5")
g (KT (5 S5 (5)
=aton (G SN ) ©

Solving we get that :

(1/11 (5%),S

W KP(SM) | D (S%) - Dy (SY)
P A Bl O (T W S s M
Where

Dy (S*) = gnd (5%

Fi5m) (1D

As such we obtain the KKR equation (see Eq. (8)):

K[ (8*) = Dgk (S") — Dy, (S")
By urmram (k L “ Supttrimme | AL (k, E) =0 12
l;n [ st (K) + JF (SH) X Dy (SK) — Dy, (SH) sl lm( ) (12)
[
III. LKKR are continuous. We now look for wavefunctions of the

We now linearize KKR (LKKR). We write a new set
of basis functions:

af Ot (B,x, $) = Yim (£ =13

{ o (I

For some linearization energy E. Furthermore we will
assume that

=) = 0 Jf (e —rul) e[ < S*

13
GIE (- 1) rry > e (1)

9
ar

9
ar

o (B r,S"), —®" (E,r,S"),

2 (B, r, "), —& (B,r,S") (14)

form:
X, (B Kk, 1) Zexp (ik-R) P (E,r —R,S")
X (B, Kk, T) Zexp (ik-R) P (E,r —R,S")
(15)

We now define the wavefunctions:

X (B k) =" Al (k,E)x}, (E' k1)
pulm
+Y Bh, (kE) X, (Bl k) (16)
plm

Where furthermore demand:



KF(S*) Dk (S*) — Dy, (Sp)
Byt mesim (K l £ Spitr-mme | A (k
%:n[ ptrmsim (K) + (S * Dy (50 = Dy, (5wt (k)
Kp (50 (5D, (),
vul’m’lm L u PR BH k =0 17
+l%;1 e im (K) + Jr(Sm) X D, (9 — (Sl‘) sl 1 (k) (17)

That is all the terms proportional to Bessel and Neu-
mann Functions vanish inside the spheres [r —r,| < S*
(see Eq. ([IZ). Let us pick a basis of solutions of Eq.

@@

A?,ulm (k) = Aﬁm (k) ’

We now define the energy matrices to be:

Z Az ,ulm

plmpvl/m/’

O™ = 3 A (0[O0 At ()

plmpvl’m’

o = [—Ak 4 VE™ "

plmvl’m/’

(19)
|
O, (B, x) = Oy, (E,x) + O} (E,1) + Op),
i ($*)
O

e

lm

(E,r)

B T

Where
W) (D,x) = vf; (r) + w (D) ¥,
0= pom, @
and
XAEO (k Zexp (ik-R)O} (E';r—R,k) (23)

is the LMTO basis set

J,vl’m’

We now obtain the KS equation:
SCHMVE =208V (20)

We have as such setup a LKKR Khon Sham like sys-
tem for solving many body DFT problems. Here O is
the overlap matrix.

IV. EQUIVALENCE OF LKKR TO LMTO

(k) A. LMTO review

We note that the regular LMTO method is based on
the following wavefunction - which is a sum of three
different wavefunctions given by:

E)r)
R R L
0

— Ji(S7)
{ Dt Yirm! (r - rl,) T,/ (D,57)
0

otherwise

Bomim (k) ¥ (Dy,Jr—1,]) r—1r,| < S

otherwise

—R|> 5"V, R
otherwise

B. Equivalence between LKKR and LMTO
calculation

We wish to show that LKKR and LMTO are equiva-
lent. To do se we now need to check if:
Xpim (k) € Span {x}:,.. (B, ), X}/

(E,r)}

= X%l?no k Z AifT’LO/ X;j/m’ (Ea I‘) +
vl'm/’
'm/’

for some A® (k) and BIT'©, (k). As such we would

see that the LMTO method is spanned by the LKKR
method, however by counting the total number of basis



set elements we would then see the two are equivalent.
However Eq. ([24) is a direct check - see Appendix [Al

V. HDKKR

We now write the HDKKR wavefunctions. We write
the following basis set wavefunctions:

Qo (B,x, $) = Yim (£ 1)
[l -

iy K7 (|r — o)

BlTE (Jr = ru]) |r—r,| < S*
[r —r,| > S*
(25)

For some linearization energy E. and

o (B,r,8"), %@jﬁn (E,r,S");i=1,2,3 (26)

Are continuous. We now define the wavefunctions:

Xih (B, k,r) =) exp(ik - R) @)l (B,

R

~ R, S")

(27)
for « = 1,2,3. We now look for wavefunctions of the
form:

X(BXkr) = Al (k) xph, (Ef' k) (28)

ipulm

Where furthermore demand:

KF(S*) Dk (S")— Dy, (Su) 1
% [Bwl/m, m () + 780 < D (59 = Dy, (5 vt | Aim ()
Kp(sv) | Dr(8") —Dy, (5) | e
+ % [Buul/m/ Im (k) + Jlﬁ (S“) X DJ Sl‘) D (Sl‘) VH Wimm! Alm (k)
Kp(sv) | Dr(8") —Dy, (5) | 4o a0 —
+ lz lBuul/m/,lm (k) + Jlﬁ (Sy) X DJ (S#) D (S#) uu 1 smm/ Alm (k) =0 (29)
plm ]

So that Bessel like terms vanish inside the MT spheres
(see Egs. (M) and ([@2)). Let us pick a basis of solutions
of Eq. (29):

by (K) = AL, () (30)
We now use Egs. ([9) and (20) to complete calculations.

VI. HDMTO

The HDMTO basis set is based on the same wave-
functions as in Eq. (ZI)) where however:

W (D,r) = 9F (r) + &' (D, D) o + &} (D, D) I
(31)
Where
YA )]
We want that:
Sk
[SACOIN G A
VDS \ (502 2w (5)
K“ (S“)
= S asu [ (S*) (33)
(SM) 3(Su)2Kl (S )

so that the wavefunction along with its first and second
derivatives are continuous. The derivation is identical
to the one in Appendix [Al Now we write:

MTO
X,u im

= Z exp (tk-R)O) (E,r —R,k) (34)
R

And study this basis set.

A. Differences and similarities between HDMTO
and HDKKR

We note that HDKKR basis set includes HDMTO as
HDKKR only demands continuity of the wavefunction
and its derivative while HDMTO also demands conti-
nuity of the second derivative. Furthermore because of
the similarities of the form of the HDMTO and LMTO
basis wavefunctions the HDMTO basis set eliminates
all Bessel like wavefunction components inside all MT
spheres so HDMTO basis wavefunctions are a type of
HDKKR basis wavefunctions. As such HDKKR has
greater variational power then HDMTO. We note that
this observation is true, despite the fact that the ex-
act solution of the KS Hamiltonian have all derivatives
continuous, as wavefunctions with discontinuous sec-
ond derivatives may help approximate ones with con-
tinuous second derivatives better. As the KS Equa-
tions are variational HDKKR gives a better estimate



of the ground state energy then HDMTO. However the
HDMTO method is much more efficient as the basis is
smaller and it does not require solving Eq. (29) on com-
puter as the basis set automatically satisfies it as there
are no Bessel like functions inside any MT spheres so in
many case HDMTO is preferable to HDKKR.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this work we have studied a linearized version of
KKR (LKKR) and shown it to be exactly equivalent to
LMTO. We have extended these ideas to higher deriva-
tive HDKKR and HDMTO basis sets. These two ba-
sis sets are not equivalent. The HDKKR basis set has
greater variational power then HDMTO basis set as it

includes it as a subset. However HDMTO is much easier
to work with, requires significantly less computational
power and no auxiliary equations to solve. As such in
many cases, since HDMTO is easier to implement, it is
likely the preferred basis set method. In the future it
would be of interest to set up practical HDMTO calcu-
lations for real solid state crystal systems.

Appendix A: Technical Calculations

As such for the interstitial region to match between
LKKR and LMTO we must have that:

AlmG/ (k) + Blmg/ (k) = 5#v5l,l/;m,m/

vl'm vl'm

(A1)

Now we match the MT region. From which we read of:

o K[ (S*) Ji(SH)
Aln}#(l) k) = vl U sm,m/ L 1 L Bu 'm/;lm k) ay
vl'm ( ) 5#-, LU sm, 0, ('DK,S“) a; U, (DJ, S”) ul'm/;l ( )al
K[ (S™) . Ji(SH) .
Imp® _ . , l I U T - ’ 7
Byl’m’ (k) = 5HxV?l7l ym,m \I/l (DK,S“) wi (DK) a, + \I/l/ (DJ,S“) BV;,L[ m’;lm (k) wp (DJ) a; (A2)
So we want:
K (S") . » Jip(S*) 1
5u,u;l,l/;m,m'm (@) +wi (D) aj' ] + Buprrmsim (k) Ty, (D), 57 [a}, +wir (D) ) = 8w 01,1 m,m
Now we have that:
af‘ + wi (DJ) G;L
M ‘/’lu (Su) D;—Dy Iy
=a; — = . a
Yu (SM) Py —Dy
Vi (8*) Dy—Dy
= SH Y JFE(SH — — . H mY TR ( QR _D.) =
S (8%) JF (8%) (D = Du) = T S i (S I (8) (P =Dy) =0 (49

As such Eq. (A is satisfied. Next we wish to show that the continuity equation is satisfied for LMTO basis

wavefunctions. Indeed:

Y (5")  Dr—Dy

|50 () I (5%) (D ~ D)

Yiu (%) Px =Dy

% [ + w; (D) @l
_KE [, w(SY DDy,
U Dk, S#) |1y, () D =Dy !
_ KT (5%) Shug (SB) IR (SBY (Dr— D
iy (5%) [1 - BE=De ] P SIEE Bs = P
_ S“Kl; 23? 7;7; (5*) [[Pxc =Dy | (05 = Dy) - [D—Dy] (Ps — D)

= SUKG(S") Jf(8") [Pr =Dyl =1

(A4)

As such Eq. ([T is verified for the LMTO basis set as it is a continuous continuously differentiable wavefunction
in the span of the KKR basis set with no components of the form of Bessel functions inside the MT spheres.
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